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LI. — Nomenclature of Genera (Oc, in the Oribatidin. 

By A. D. Michael, F.L.S. &c. 

Dn, A. C. OuDEMAXS, of Arnhem, in the ^ Tijdschiift voor 
Entomologie,’ Dool xliii,, some time since published a pape- 
which, although short, displays a considerable amount of 
industry and ingenuity ; it is called Remarks on the Deno- 
mination of the Genera and Higher Groups in ^ Das Tierrcich, 
Oribatidai.’ ” It is a criticism upon the names of genera and 
subfamilies as used not only in ^ Das Tierrcich,’ but in most 
instances in almost every m )dern work of any authority. I 
regret tliat tlie pressure of other engagements has prevented 
my answering it before. If we were obliged to adopt the 
alterations suggested by Dr. Oudemans, it would be little less 
than a misfortune, as they would introduce endless confusion 
by interchanging the generic names of the best-known 
genera, so that it would be almost impossible to say in what 
sense any particular author used any of these generic names. 
Luckily Dr. Oudemans’s enthusiasm has, I think, led him to 
overlook very sufficient reasons why this disastrous eourse 
should not be adojjted. 

A large portion of what seem to me the errors of Dr. Oude- 
mans’s paper arise from the idea that the deseriptions given 
by Linna?us and other early authors were sufficient to identify 
species by ; whereas, as a rule, they were not distinct enough 
even to identify familic.s. Althougli the names have often 
been preserved by far later authors out of respect to the 
earlier men and a desire to retain some record of their work, 
yet the definition and allotment of the name must be almost 
always looked uj)on as that of the later author, while the 
creature which the earlier author really spoke of remains 
entirely uncertain. 

Dr. Oudtmans says that the well-known name of the sfcnus 
Oribata must be changed into Notaspis (which is a"nan>e 
known for a different genus), the name of the subfamily 
following it, because he says that ^Gn all his w^orks Latreille 
tells us that the type of his genus is Acarus geniculatus^ 
Linne (a Damans of ‘ Das Tierreich The passage just 
quoted seems to me to contain a double error. Firstly, 
Latreille did not tell us so in all his works, he did in some 
of them ; but he varied his types from time to time in a 
very puzzling manner. Thus, although in 1802 in Buffon’s 
Hist. nat. ed. Sonnini, Ins. vol. iii. p. 65, which was probably 
the first time he used the name, he says of the almost un- 
defined genus, Example A. geniculatus^ Linn.,” yet in tlie 
following year, 1803, in his next work, ‘ Nouveau Dictiounaire 
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dMlist. nat. appliqnce aiix Arts/ voL xvi. p. iU9, he simply 
says that lie has carried to the ^'enus Orihata A. coleoptratiis' 
and A, geniculatus of Limueiis, piittini>^ A. coleoptmtus 
first; and in 1804, in Hist. Nat. des Crust, et des Inseclcs, 
t. vii. p. 400, lie says: ^MVe have made known the fj^on is 
Orihata by deseribing tiie Acaraa corticalis of de Geer.” 
Latreille no doubt thought that the A , rjeniculatas oi Linnieus 
was the same species, but really it was not. Even if Latreille 
had told us in all his works that A. (jeniculatus^ Linn., was 
the type of Orihata^ it would lot have been good, firstly, 
because he could not make it the tyj)e of Orihata in 1802 
when he had already made it the type of Acarus in 1796, iii 
‘ Piecis des Cnracleres geiieriques des Insectes disposes dans 
un Ordre naturel.’ As to this. Dr. Oudemans says tliat 
Latreille created a genus Arams with Acanis genicidatus^ 
Linn., as tyj)c, but that as AcAirus was already preoccupied 
by Linnieus with Acarus siro, Linn., as type,zi^? irus^ Latreille, 
must fall.” It does not seem to me correct to say that 
Latreille created or attempted to create any new genus ; he 
simply divided the Linnean genus AcaruSy which included 
the whole of the |)resent order Acarina as far as Limueus 
knew of it. Having divided off the genus Tproglyplias with 
A, siroy Linn., as type, and other genera, he left A. gen'cu- 
latus as type of the remaining species, for which he retained 
the generic name of AcaruSy a name which has been con- 
veniently and proj^ierly dropped by modern acarologists 
because it has been raised into an order, and it was not 
])0ssible to say what ouglit to constitute the genus if it were 
retained. As to A, sirOy Linn., being the Linnean type, as 
Dr. Oudemans says, it is difficult to see upon what he founds 
this contention. Linmeus does not in any way indicate that 
it is the type, and neither in the lOih edition (1758) nor in 
the 12th edition (1767), which are the only two editions 
of the ^ Systeiiia Natune ^ taken as the origin of noinenclatuie 
b}^ anybody, does A.sh'o a|)pear as the first species; A.elephau^ 
tuius is the first, then follow other Ixodidie, and ^.5<>6»is the 
]5th. yecondly, if A. fjenicidatus had been the type of D/L 
hatQy that type would have been bad because it is not possible 
to say what s| ecies the A, ijejiiculutas of Linnaius was, or even 
what iamily it belong(‘d to. 'Lhc Linnean descrijition was 
Acarus nigtry Jemorum genicidis suh-glohosus''^ ; this is all, 
and is manilcstly insufficient. What creature, if anjq Latrcihe 
suj)posed i\\c. A. geniculatus of Liniucus to be it is not possib o 
to determine; it certainl}'- was not the creature which we now 
call Danutus geniculatus and allot to Liniueus’s name, because 
in 1804, in ‘ Hist. Nat. gendrale et particuliere d. Crust, ct 
dc6 Inscctc.',’ Latreille says that his A, geniculatus is the same 
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as Acarus corlicaUs, dc Geor, t. vii. pi. viii. 1, wliich 
certainly is not wliat we now call D, genic ulatus^ and is not a 
J)amwus at all, and wliicli cannot well have been Linna 3 us’s 
species, because, meagre as the Linnean description is, it is 
inconsistent with A, coriicalis of de Geer, The fact is that 
no one can say, even approximately, what the A, geaicalalas 
of Linnaius was, Latreille evidently did not know any better 
than we do, and he mixed up several totally inconsistent 
s])ecies under the name. It was only in 1835 that C. L. Koeli 
described a species in a manner which could be recognize !, 
and adopted the Linnean specific name and the genus 
Dnmeeas for it; but this cannot affect priorities in 1802- 
1803 ; and there is not any reason to suppose tliat it is the 
Linnean s]>ecies. A, genicalatus liaving failed as a type 
and the definition of the genus being insufficient, what can 
we take as the type? It would be tlie species put first by 
Latreille in his next work in 1803 as above quoted, viz., 
Acarus coleoptralus^ if that be a sufficiently described species. 
Dr. Oudemans says that it is, and that Linnd’s description 
of his Acarus colenptratus fitb jjerfectly on Oribates ovdisy 
Koch.’’ Jf that be so, then it appears to me that Dr. Ou le- 
mans has proved conclusively that the sense in which 
acarologists use the genus Onbata is correct, and that if it 
were changed into Notaspis^ as Dr. Oudemaiis suggests, It 
would be wrong. 1 fear, however, that I cannot accept this 
simple method of deciding the point, because it seems to me 
that the Liiiuean description of ^4. coleoptrutus is as im- 
]) 0 ssible to identify as that of ^L ; it is, .lcar«^ 

aterj lateribus nigro-sabcoleoptratus.^^ How Dr. Oudemans 
makes this fit Onbata ovalls or anything else is quite beyond 
my comprehension. The fact is that all that can be said is 
that both OribatUj Latreille, and NotaspiSy Hermann, were 
intended to include the whole of the Oribatidie, that the types 
utterly broke down, and that until Koch defined the former 
and Nicolet the latter, the genera were undefined, and there- 
fore the names as at present used are correct. 

Dr. Oudemans then siigge:?ts that the genus Serrarius may 
have to be changed into Gastavia because lie is of ojiinion 
that Gustavia sol, Kramer, is likely to prove to be a uym])li 
of a Serrarius ’j of this no evidence is ofiered. Kramer him- 
self expressly said that it was not one of the Oribatidm, and 
the four-jointed palpi seem to render it unlikely tliat it is. 
Even if it were, it seems to me that all existing authorities 
negative the validity of names of Acarina, whether generic or 
specific, which are founded on immature types ; but as I have 
lately fuliy discussed this question in ‘ British Tyroglyphida*/ 
Kay ^Society, 1901, pp. 185-187, I will not repeat it here. 
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Dr. Oiulemans furtlier says that the genus Cepheus ought 
to be renamed, and the name of Kochia (suggested by him) 
adopted instead, on the ground that C. laiuft, Koeh, was the 
type species, and tliat it beloni?'el to anotlier genus, and that 
Xicolet created a new genus CepheuR^ which falls because of 
Koch’s priority. This does not appear to me to be a correct 
statement of tlie facts. Koch did not attempt to make any 
ty])e ; his Cejtheus latus and C. minutus wore publislied at 
the same time on loose slieets. Nicolet did not attempt to 
make a new genus Cepheus^ he expressly says that his genus 
is Cepheusj Koch, but he divided it, creating a new genus 
Tegeocranvs^ to which he carried liis own species T. cephei- 
formisj which he sujiposed, probably erroneously, to be the 
same as Cepheua latus, Koch ; but the latter sj)ecies is not 
sufficiently well defined by Koch for anyone to say for certain 
what it was, although there has been a desire by myself and 
others to retain Koch’s name for something, and it is not 
improbable that the creature now called Tegeoeranus latus 
may have been Koch’s species ; but this is uncertain. Koch 
did not give any available type; Nicolet defined Koch’s 
genus better and divided it; his species are unmistakable. 
The same observations answer the allegation that Nicolet’s 
genus Tegeoeranus ought to be changed into Cepheus^ as tlie 
reasons are the same, except that Dr. Oudcnians adds an 
additional reason against the name of Tegeoeranus being 
sustained, viz. that Nicolet’s ty[>e was his T. fenioralis^ which 
is true, but that was so evidently a member of Koch’s earlier 
genus Caralodes that it was necessary to carry it to that 
genus, leaving Nicolet’s subtype T. cepheiformiSj which he 
carefully gives, as the existing type of Tegeoeranus, 

Dr. Oudemans then says that Notaspis should be changed 
into Eremaus^ Koch, because jS^otaspis is founded on Aearns 
coleoptratus 'i\% a type ; but, as I have jiointed out above, this is 
not any tyjic at all, and it is absolutely uncertain to what 
genus or family it belonged. Notaspis is a far older name 
than Ereinausy and as portions were divided olF, the old name 
was left for a ])art by modern writers, which seems to be a 
pro]3er course. 

Finally, Dr. Oudemans says that the well-known and 
univer.sally accepted genus Not/iruSj Koch (1835), must be 
changed into Camisia^ because von Ileyden in 182(3 created a 
genus cf the latter name with Eotaspis segnisj Hermann, as 
type. I’liere seems to me to be more to be said in favour of 
this than of any of Dr. Oudemans’s other proposals, because 
N. scfpiis is usually included in the genus Nothrus ; but some 
aearologists have been of opinion that it should be the 
type ot a separate genus. If it be ncce.ssary to j>reservc 
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von Hoyden’s luiine, this would probably be the best way of 
doing it rather than to upset the well-establislied genus 
Nothrus] but it is doubtful whether it is necessary, because 
von Lle}den’s work was so extraordinary that it can harJly 
be looked upon as a scientific publication at all ; some 
eminent modern acarologists have agreed not to pay any 
attention to new names contained in it unless they have b^en 
adopted by some later writer who has practically made tiiem 
his own — so many of the genera being mere nomina nitJa^ or 
based upon types which were so, never having been described 
at all. Von lleyden probably intended to have described 
them in some later work, an intention which he did not 
carry out. 

Dr. Oudeinans at the end of his paper gives a list of what 
he calls the types of the genera ; I fancy that tlie authors of 
the genera would, in many cases, have been somewhat 
astonished to be informed that these were their types. kSo 
far as I understand it. Dr. Oademans considers that when a 
zoologist writes of an existing genus and gives any new 
species he creates a new genus wliich fails for want of priority, 
but of which his first-namoJ species is tlie type; if this be 
his view, I am not able to agree with liim. 


LI I. — Descriptions of new Species o/ Ampelita and Tropido- 
phora from Madayascar. By Hugh F ULTOX. 

Ampelita subnlyra^ sp. n. 

Shell widely and deeply imibilicated, lenticular, solid ; 
upjjer whorls light to very dark reddish brown below, polislied, 
closely aiid irregularly obliquely striated above and below, 
underside of last whorl with indistinct, microscopic, spiral 
stria) ; embryonic portion consisting of two whorls, tlie first 
almost smooth; wliorls di, moderately convex, regularly 
increasing, the last acutely carinate, and descending very 
slightly; aperture subovate, very oblique, leaden-bluish 
colour within ; peristome narrowly expanded, polished, black- 
ish brown, upper margin almost straight, with an angle where 
it joins the basal margin at the periphery, the basal and 
columellar margins regularly curved, margins connected by 
an extremely thin transparent callus. 

Alt. 16, maj. diain. 40 millim. 

Half, Fort Dauphin, Madagascar. 

The most nearly allied species known to me is A. loiicou^ 
heensisy Crosse, which is similar in colour and form, but has 
not the angular peristome of A. siihnigray which is also more 


